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State  of  Montana  STATE  DC  JWiENTS  COLLECTION 

Characteristics,  Summary  -  Out-Of-State  Travel 
Period  of  July  1,  1969  through  November  30,  1969 


MONTANA  STATE  L! 
PURPOSE,  OBJECTIVE,  METHODOLOGY  930  E  Lynda!; 

Helena.  H 
To  ascertain  the  impact  of,  and  better  understand  the  purpose  of 

out-of-state  travel  the  Legislative  Fiscal  Review  Committee,  throngh 
its  staff,  directed  that  a  study  be  made  of  out-of-state  travel  by 
state  employees  for  the  first  five  months  of  fiscal  year  1970.   In 
July,  1969  most  state  agencies  were  asked  to  complete  form  LFRC-1 
and  submit  it  to  the  Committee.   This  form  is,  essentially,  an  agency 
report  of  personnel  traveling  out-of-state,  purpose,  dates,  and 
place  of  travel,  and  the  costs  involved.  At  its  meeting  on  July  26, 
i969,  the  Committee  revised  form  LFRC-1.   The  new  form  requested  es- 
sentially the  same  information  but  was  required  on  an  individual 
employee  basis  rather  than  as  an  agency  report.  This  form  was  to 
be  completed  by  the  employee  and  contained  a  more  detailed  summary, 
notably,  of  the  purpose  and  results  of  the  travel.   During  the  five 
month  period  of  this  study,  reports  were  received  from  personnel 
from  the  majority  of  state  agencies.   Some  agencies  did  not  submit 
reports  for  each  month,  but  from  those  reports  submitted,  a  general 
picture  and  pattern  of  out-of-state  travel  was  made  available  to 
the  Committee. 

From  the  reports  submitted,  the  total  amount  expended  for  out-of- 
state  travel  during  the  period  was  $165,6  84.   A  considerable  num- 
ber of  the  reports  did  not  list  transportation  costs,  since  in  the 
majority  of  instances  this  cost  was  paid  for  by  a  state  travel  re- 
quest form  and  was  not  a  personal  cost  to  the  employee  performing 
the  travel.   In  a  considerable  number  of  instances,  too,  travel 
was  performed  in  a  state  vehicle,  and  the  cost  of  gasoline  and  oil 
were  paid  not  by  the  employee  but  by  the  agency  concerned.  Addi- 
tionally, a  certain  amount  of  travel,  by  agencies  such  as  the  High- 
way Commission  and  Aeronautics  Commission  is  made  in  state-owned 
aircraft i where  the  operational  costs  of  the  plane  are  charged  to 
the  agency  and  not  to  the  individual. 

/ 
Travel  costs  and  budgets  of  state  agencies  are  not  currently  re- 
corded on  an  in-state  or  out-of-state  basis  by  the  Accounting  Divi- 
sion of  the  Department  of  Administration.  To  secure  those  costs 
from  individual  agencies  would  involve  considerable  cost  and  effort 
by  the  agencies.  From  the  reports  submitted  by  individual  employees 
performing  out-of-state  travel  during  the  period  covered  by  this 
study,  a  realistic  conservative  estimate  of  $1,000,000  for  out-of- 
state  travel  can  be  made  for  the  current  biennium. 

CHARACTERISTICS 

During  the  five  month  period  covered  by  this  study  out-of-state 
travel  was  performed  by  state  employees  and  members  of  various 
boards  and  commissions  from  Seattle  to  Puerto  Rico  and  from  San 
Diego  to  Vermont.  Transportation  for  these  trips  was  made  by  com- 
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mercial  air  lines,  private  charter  planes,  state-owned  planes, 
state  vehicles,  and  privately  owned  vehicles.   Little  use  was  made 
of  railroad  or  bus  travel.   The  most  commonly  visited  cities,  not 
necessarily  in  the  order  of  numbers  of  visits  were  Seattle,  San 
Francisco,  Spokane,  Salt  Lake  City,  Denver,  and  Washington,  D.  C. 

During  November,  1969,  194  trips  were  made  out-of-state.   Although 
difficult  to  categorize  exactly  the  purpose  for  each  trip,  90 
were  related  to  training,  schooling  or  research  activities,  44   werr. 
related  to  activities  with  the  federal  government,  and  43  were 
related  to  conferences  and  meetings  with  other  state  personnel  re- 
garding mutual  problems  and  training.   Nine  related  to  conventions 
or  association  meetings  and  the  remaining  eight  related  to  a  mis- 
cellaneous category.   Of  those  eight,  several  were  for  payment  of 
r>er  diem  and  travel  for  athletic  coaches,  and  the  remainder  were 
for  various  categories  not  usually  associated  with  what  is  normally 
thought  of  as  a  part  of  state  travel.   An  excellent  example  of  this 
is  the  Department  of  Institutions  and  the  institutions  under  its 
jurisdiction.   During  the  five  month  period  covered  by  this  report 
several  out-of-state  trips  were  made  necessary  at  the  Mountain 
View  and  Pine  Hills  Schools  to  return  run-away  students.   The  State 
Prison  from  time  to  time  has  costs  involved  in  returning  parole 
violators  from  out-of-state  points.   Then  too,  almost  monthly 
patients  are  taken  from  the  Warm  Springs  State  Hospital  to  the 
Veterans'  Hospital  at  Sheridan,  Wyoming.   Although  the  federal  gov- 
ernment pays  a  good  share  of  the  costs  for  these  trips,  some  costs 
are  borne  by  the  state  of  Montana.   One  unusual  out-of-state  trip 
involved  boys  and  girls  at  the  Boulder  River  School  and  Hospital 
in  late  July  and  early  August.   Five  students  were  taken  by  staff 
personnel  to  Portland,  Oregon  for  A  Special  Olympics  for  mentally 
retarded  children. 

Other  agencies  making  out-of-state  trips  during  the  period  for  the 
routine  conduct  of  state  business  were  the  State  Board  of  Equaliza- 
tion, the  Division  of  Vocational  Rehabilitation,  the  Milk  Control 
Board,  and  the  Livestock  Commission.   The  State  Board  of  Equaliza- 
tion had  an  auditor  in  North  Dakota  and  Minnesota,  the  Division  of 
Vocational  Rehabilitation  sent  a  counselor  to  Minneapolis  with  a 
blind  client,  the  Milk  Control  Board  had  personnel  checking  records.- 
of  firms  shipping  milk  to  Montana,  and  the  Livestock  Commission  had 
men  in  surrounding  states  checking  with  livestock  inspectors  from 
those  states.   In  the  overall  expenditures  for  out-of-state  travel 
the  above  examples  would  account  for  only  a  minor  part.   However, 
any  study  relative  to  out-of-state  travel  would  not  be  complete 
without  reference  to  it,  as  normally  these  costs  are  not  considered 
in  the  whole  spectrum  of  out-of-state  travel. 

The  study  also  reveals  the  significant  number  of  out-of-state 
trips  made  necessary  by  the  state's  relationship  with  the  federal 
government  and  with  other  states,  especially  those  in  our  immediate 
area.   As  previously  stated,  during  November,  1969,  44  of  194 
out-of-state  trips,  or  22  percent,  involved  business  with  the  fed- 
eral government.   Another  43,  or  also  22  percent,  involved  inter- 
state cooperation.   Therefore,  nearly  one  half  of  the  out-of-state 
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trips  during  that  month  involved  business  with  the  federal  govern- 
ment or  other  states. 

From  the  reports  submitted,  the  need  and  purpose  of  the  travel  seem 
to  be  well  documented.  Certain  points  arise,  however,  in  the  over- 
all out-of-state  travel  pattern  as  follows. 

1.  There  appears  to  be  a  tendency  in  many  agencies  to  send 
more  than  one  representative  from  the  agency  to  a  particular  meet- 
ing or  conference.   Some  boards  and  commissions,  especially,  appear 
to  make  a  practice  of  sending  most  or  all  of  their  members.   Send- 
ing several  or  more  representatives  is  probably  necessary  in  the 
larger  agencies  such  as  the  Department  of  Public  Welfare  where 
personnel  are  located  state-wide.   It  would  appear  in  many  agencies 
the  purpose  of  the  out-of-state  travel  could  be  made  by  one  repre- 
sentative with  a  report  made  to  others  following  his  return. 

2.  Greater  use  could  be  made  of  oral  or  written  reports  to 
other  members  of  the  staff.   Too  often,  the  reports  indicate,  it 
appears  the  only  one  benefiting  from  the  trip  is  the  individual 
employee.   Information  obtained  by  attendance  at  a  meeting  or  con- 
ference should  be  made  available  to  others  in  the  agency. 

3.  The  use  of  personally-owned  vehicles  should  be  discouraged 
and  scrutinized  closely  by  agency  heads.   Especially  during  the 
months  of  July  and  August  a  number  of  out-of-state  trips  were  taken 
in  personally-owned  vehicles.   At  certain  times  this  practice 

may  be  desirable  and  even  result  in  a  saving  to  the  state,  for 
example  when  two  or  more  persons  are  traveling  to  a  point  in  one 
of  our  neighboring  states  where  airline  travel  may  be  difficult. 
When  the  extra  time  the  employee  is  away  from  the  job  is  considered, 
however,  it  is  generally  difficult  to  see  where  the  state  benefits 
by  this  method  of  travel.   In  no  case,  it  appears,  should  an  employ- 
ee be  paid  transportation  costs  or  per  diem  in  excess  of  that  method 
of  travel  which  would  best  accomplish  the  business  of  the  state 
within  the  least  amount  of  time. 

4.  Of  9  39  individual  reoorts  submitted,  five  reported  travel 
by  railroad  and  eight  by  bus.   Of  those  using  bus  transportation, 
six  were  Montana  State  University  coaches  attending  a  football 
game  in  Idaho.   In  view  of  Montana's  desire  to  retain  these  methods 
of  transportation  it  would  appear  they  could  be  used  upon  occa- 
sion by  state  personnel  on  out-of-state  travels. 

5.  Examples  appeared  in  the  use  of  state-owned  vehicles  where 
it  appeared  one  vehicle  could  have  been  used  instead  of  more, 

that  possibly,  travelers  from  one  or  more  agencies  could  have  used 
one  vehicle  at  a  saving  to  the  state.   This  factor  should  resolve 
itself  in  the  future  with  the  establishment  of  a  state  vehicle 
motor  pool. 

6.  State-owned  planes  should  be  used  wherever  possible,  es- 
pecially where  several  travelers  are  going  to  the  same  meeting. 
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The  possibility  of  establishing  an  air  pool  of  state-owned  planes 
could  be  considered  and  also  the  use  of  intrastate  feeder  airline 
service  where  available. 

7.   Until  several  years  ago  permission  from  the  state  Board 
of  Examiners  was  required  on  all  out-of-state  trips.   This  practice 
was  discontinued,  as  it  was  difficult  to  administer.   Often  times 
it  was  necessary  for  the  employee  to  be  gone  before  permission 
could  be  received.   It  was  also  felt  that  an  agency  head  should 
know  more  about  the  importance  of  the  trip  than  another  board.   It 
would  appear  this  procedure  did  have  some  deterring  effect,  overall 
on  the  number  of  out-of-state  travelers. 

SUMMARY 

As  stated  earlier  in  the  study,  the  State  of  Montana  will  spend, 
by  a  conservative  estimate,  at  least  a  million  dollars,  between 
July  1,  1969  and  June  30,  1971  on  out-of-state  travel.   Again,  by- 
conservative  estimate,  during  an  average  month  approximately  225 
employees  are,  at  some  period,  out  of  state  while  engaged  on 
state  business.   This  means  that  about  two  percent  of  the  approxi- 
mate 12,000  employees  of  the  state  of  Montana  are  out  of  state  on 
state  business  each  month.   With  the  ever  increasing  involvement 
of  the  federal  government  in  affairs  of  the  states  and  the  need 
for  states  to  seek  ever  greater  cooperation  in  such  matters  as 
water  and  other  natural  resources,  inter-state  taxation,  and 
education,  to  name  only  a  few  examples,  it  appears  the  future  will 
hold  ever  increasing  demands  for  out-of-state  travel  on  the  part 
of  Montana  state  employees,   while  recognizing  the  extreme  need 
for  the  state  of  Montana  to  enter  into  the  affairs  of  the  nation 
and  fellow  states  it  behooves  all  state  agencies  to  use  the  money 
allotted  to  them  for  out-of-state  travel  in  a  careful  and  judicious 
manner,  consistent  with  carrying  about  the  business  of  the  citizens 
which  they  represent. 


